
Before the
FEDERAL CONIWNlCATIONS COMMISSION

Washington, D.C. 20554
OOCKET FIlE COpy ORIGINAl

'APR 5 1996

In the Matter of )
)

Telephone Number Portability ) CC Docket No. 95-116

REPLY COIBID'l'S

Sprint Corporation, on behalf of Sprint communications Com

pany, L.P. and the United and Central Telephone companies, hereby

respectfully sUbmits its reply to comments filed March 29, 1996.

These comments addressed the impact of the Telecommunications Act

of 1996 on issues raiSed in the Commission's July 1995 NPRM in

the above-captioned proceeding.

The majority of cQRBenting parties point out that the 1996

Act gives the co..ission the authority and responsibility to man

age the implementation of a "technically feasible" system of true

local number portability. They deaonstrate that the Location

Routing NWlber (LRN) proposal satisfies the nuJlber portability

requirements in the 1996 Act and the settled criteria for a true

local number portability solution, and therefore urge the Co.-is

sion to mandate imple-entation of LRN by a date certain. 1 Sev

eral parties also describe the progress made in various state

number portability proceedings. This work shows that it is

entirely reasonable for the co..ission to mandate the phased

1 See, e.g., Sprint, pp. 2-3: ALTS, p. 6; AT&T, p. 2; California
Cable Television Association (CCTA), pp. 3-6: Cox, p. 5;
Interactive Services Association (ISA), p. 2; MCI, pp. 3-5: MFS,
p. 3; MCTA, p. 4; NY Dept. of Public Service, p. 1; Teleport, pp.
6-8; Ameritech, PP. 3, 7-9.
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implementation of a nationwide system of true local number port

ability beginning the third quarter of 1997. 2

Despite the clear requirement under the 1996 Act that the

Commission adopt rules implementinq true local nuaber portabil

ity, and the obvious public interest benefits of such a system,

several LECs continue to urge delay in the implementation of true

portability. Bell Atlantic, BellSouth, Nynex, Pacific, SBC, GTE,

and USTA all claim that it is still premature to adopt a perma

nent solution. These parties either deny that LaN is technically

feasible, or attempt improperly to link "technical feasibility"

with "econollic feasibility." Pacific and GTE further reco_end

that each individual LEe be allowed to implement whatever port

ability solution they choose, raising the possibility of multiple

portability architectures across the country. As shown below,

these arguments and recomaendations are without merit, and are

simply unfounded excuses to delay iaplementation of a system

which will help open up the monopoly local exchange market to

cOlBpetition.

1. A 'lrue Local ltu1Iber Portability Solution (LRlf) bists
and Is '!ecbnically Peasible.

Several BOCs and GTE allege that no technically feasible

permanent local number portability solution has yet been identi-

f ied or aqreed upon. 3 They claim that there remain some out-

standing issues related to cost recovery, call processing flOWS,

2 See, e.g., sprint, p. 3; AT&T, p. 3; Cox, p. 8; Mel, p. 6;
Aaeritech, p. 3.
3 See, e.g., Bell Atlantic, p. 2; BellSouth, p. 7; Nynex, p. 3;
Pacific, p. 8; SBC, p. 2; GTE, pp. 4-7.
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software development and testinq, and back office (ordering, pro

visioning, etc.) administration. They recommend further study

into the alternative local number portability solutions; Bell

south (p. 8) and GTE (p. 10) would have an industry group report

back to the co..ission in 12 months and the first quarter of

1998, respectively.

These LECs acknOWledge, as they must, that all of the states

which have adopted a per-anent local number portability solution

have chosen LRN on the recommendations and best judgment of

industry subject matter experts. As Sprint and other parties

noted, several switch vendors have comaitted to delivering LRN

software upgrades by the second quarter of 1997 in order to meet

Illinois' mandated third quarter 1997 local number portability

implementation date, and Sprint is aware of no current jeopardies

to either date. Sprint's local and long distance division per

sonnel are continuing to analyze network needs and thus far have

found no reason to believe that LRN is not technioally feasible.

Indeed, Ameritech has stated that it is "prepared to prolllptly

implement the sa.e architecture (LRM] in other states" besides

Illinois (p. 3).

Apparently, however, GTE and the BOCs listed above want

every necessary piece of hardWare installed; every software patch

designed, tested and installed: every cost coaputed: every cost

recovery decision made; and every operational issue resolved

before any decision on a national portability solution is made.

This approach is obviously unworkable and goes far beyond any

reasonable definition of "technical feasibility." No carrier
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will deploy the hardware and software needed for a local number

portability solution without knowing what the mandated solution

will be. Further.ore, it is impossible to resolve every conceiv

able operational and regulatory issue before making a decision

about what permanent solution to adopt~ indeed, many of the

issues which will need to be addressed will depend upon the local

ntmber portability solution chosen. 4 The BOCs and GTE do not

explain why a third quarter 1997 i.plementation date is insuffi

cient to resolve outstanding technical and operational details,

and there is no reasonable basis for accepting the delays sug-

gested by these parties. s If the Comaission were to wait as

long as these BOCs and GTE recommend, it risks ceding its author

ity and abrogating its responsibility under the 1996 Act to

direct a seamless nationwide system of true local number port-

ability.

LECs which are reluctant to open their local franchise to

competition should not be allowed to delay indefinitely the

implementation of a system of true local number portability. GTE

and the BOCs listed above have failed to prove that LRN is tech

nically infeasible, and the commission shOUld accordingly estab-

4 For exaaple, total cost will depend in large part on the pace
and geographic scope of deployment.
S In fact, there is no assurance that GTE and the several BOCs
urging delay will feel that the time is ripe to make a decision
on true local nuaber portability even after their reca.aended
"further stUdy" has been completed.
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lish a date certain for deployment of LRN and stric~ly monitor

the implementation process. s

2. '!'be Act Requires '1'8cbnlcal, IIot Bconoaic, Feasibility.

The 1996 Act explicitly states that all LECs have the "duty

to provide, to the extent technically feasible, number portabil

ity in accordance with requirements prescribed by the Co.-ission"

(Section 251(b)(2), eaphasis added). The Act does not state that

the Commission should develop its requirements based upon eco

nomic feasibility. Monetheless, some parties attempt to improp

erly link technical and economic feasibility. GTE, for example,

states that "cost and timing considerations cannot be separated

from the concept of technical feasibility" (pp. 4-5): sec urges

the Commission to "consider the principle[] of ••• costjbenefit

in its adoption of rules" (p. 2, n. 4); USTA states that the Com

mission's rUles "should permit a LEC SUfficient time to implement

the long-term solution in a cost-effective manner" (p. 4): and

OPASTCO goes so far as to state that the Co..ission "should not

require a saall LEC to upgrade or modify its network in order to

provide nuaber portability" (p. 6).

Any attempt to make economic feasibility a subset of the

technical feasibility require1lent should be rejected. The Act is

clear on this point, and there is no basis for allowing LEes an

S The cOBaission should also dismiss any claias that there is no
i.-ediate need to adopt a peraanent portability solution because
of the availability of interim "solutions" such as re~te call
forwarding or direct inward dial ing. These interim measures are
technically inferior and provide the 1ncuabent LEe with enormous
co.petitive advantages, and therefore do not adequately promote
competition in the local 1l8rket.
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additional excuse for further delaying implementation of true

local number portability. As Teleport correctly points out (p.

4), "in passing the Act, Congress itself determined that the

benefits of permanent (service provider number portability] OQt

weighed the costs," and therefore no further analysis of the

relative costs and benefits by the commission, incumbent LECs, or

any other party is warranted. In any event, in cases of genuine

hardship and special circumstances, a LEC always has the option

of requesting a waiver of the Commission's rules.

3. A 'UDiforll, Wationvide Portability SOlution Sbould Be
Adopted.

At least two LECs, Pacific (p. 1) and GTE (p. 2), urge that

individual LEes be allowed to choose Whatever local number

portability solution they wish. This recommendation should be

rejected. Except for LRH I none of the local number portability

solutions proposed to date satisfies the criteria for an

acceptable solution (e.g., that it be competitively neutral, use

numbering resources efficiently, etc.). Furthermore, the risks

of incompatibility increase with multiple portability

architectures. As Bell Atlantic notes (p. 2), several of the

permanent local number portability solutions which have been

offered "appear to be technologically incompatible." At a

minimum, multiple solutions require additional resources to

develop interface specifications and interoperability

standards.? There would seem to be few if any benefits to

? see, e.g., Sprint, p. 4; CCTA, p. 7; Teleport, p. 6.
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allowing mUltiple solutions, but substantial costs. Therefore,

the commission should mandate a uniform nationwide permanent

local number portability solution.

Respectfully submitted,

SPRINT CORPORATION

Jay C. Keithley
Norina T. Moy
1850 M St., N.W., Suite 1110
Washington, D.C. 20036
(202) 857-1030

AprilS, 1996
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CIITIIICATI or SIRVICI

I, Joan A. Hesler, hereby certify that on this 5th day of
April, 1996, a true copy of the foregoing "REPLY COIOllJlTS 01
.RIft" was sent via First Class Mail, Postage Prepaid, or Hand
Delivered, upon each of the parties listed below.

Reqina Keeney.
Chief, Common Carrier

Bureau
Federal Communications Comm.
1919 M street, N.W.
Room 500
Washington, D.C. 20554

Matthew Harthun*
Policy Division
Federal Communications Comm.
Room 544
Washington, D.C. 20554

Werner Hartenberger
J.G. Harrington
Dow Lohnes & Albertson
1200 New Hampshire Ave., N.W.
Suite 800
Washington, D.C. 20036

Richard Metzger
ALTS
1200 19th street, N.W.
Suite 560
Washington, D.C. 20036

Alan Gardner
Jennifer Johns
CCTA
4341 Piedmont Avenue
Oakland, CA 94611

Policy and Planning Division••
Room 544
Federal Communications Comm.
1919 M street, N.W.
washington, D.C. 20554

International Transcription
Service·

1919 M street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20554

Carl Northrop
AirTouch Paging/Arch Comm.
1299 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W.
loth Floor
Washington, D.C. 20005

Mark Rosenblum
Roy Hoffenger
Clifford Williams
AT&T
Room 3244J1
295 No. Maple Avenue
Basking Ridge, NJ 07920

John Scott
Crowell & Moring
1001 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20004



David Gudino
GTE
1850 M street, N.W.
suite 1200
Washington, D.C. 20036

Loretta Garcia
Donald Elardo
MCI
1801 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20006

Paul Rodgers
Charles Gray
James Ramsey
NARUC
1102 ICC Bldg.
P.O. Box 684
Washington, D.C. 20044

Maureen Helmer
NYS DPS
3 Empire state Plaza
Albany, NY 12223

James Hobson
Donelan, Cleary, Wood

& Maser
1100 New York Avenue, N.W.
suite 750
Washington, D.C. 20005

J. Manning Lee
Teleport Communications Corp.
2 Teleport Drive, suite 300
staten Island, NY 10311

Mary McDermott
Linda Kent
Charles Cosson
USTA
1401 H street, N.W.
suite 600
Washington, D.C. 20005

Edwin Lavergne
Darren Nunn
Ginsberg, Feldman & Bress
1250 Connecticut Ave., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Andrew Lipman
Mark Sievers
swidler & Berlin
3000 K street, N.W., suite 300
Washington, D.C. 20007

Lisa Zaina
OPASTCO
21 Dupont Circle, N.W.
Suite 700
Washington, D.C. 20036

Daniel Brenner
Neal Goldberg
David Nicoll
NCTA
1724 Massachusetts Ave., N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

Mark O'Connor
Piper & Marbury
1200 19th street, N.W.
7th Floor
Washington, D.C. 20036

Mark Golden
PCIA
500 Montgomery Street
suite 700
Alexandria, VA 22314

Deborah Haraldson
NYNEX
1095 Avenue of the Americas
New York, NY 10036



Marilyn Ard
Nancy Woolf
Pacific Bell
140 New Montgomery street
Room 1523
San Francisco, CA 94105

Larry Peck
Frank Panek
Ameritech
Room 4H86
2000 W. Ameritech Ctr. Drive
Hoffman Estates, IL 60196

Robert Sutherland
Theodore Kingsley
BellSouth
Suite 1700
1155 Peachtree Street, N.E.
Atlanta, GA 30309

Gene Belardi
Mobile Media Communications
2101 Wilson Boulevard
Suite 935
Arlington, VA 22201
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John Goodman
Bell Atlantic
1133 20th Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20036

James Ellis
David Brown
SBC Communications
175 East Houston
Room 1254
San Antonio, TX 78205

Dan Poole
Jeffrey Bork
u.S. West
1020 19th Street, N.W.
suite 700
Washington, D.C. 20036


